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EFFECTS OF READING STRATEGIES AND THE WRITING 
PROCESS WITH WRITTEN RECASTS ON SECOND LANGUAGE 
ACHIEVEMENT
Helen Ramirez, Ed.D.
Douglas County Schools, Castle Rock, CO 
Don Jones, Ed.D.
Texas A&M University—Kingsville
This study examined the effectiveness of teaching methods used with a second language reading and writing 
unit. This investigation addressed discrepancies between assessment scores in the four communicative language 
skill areas of students in beginning-level Spanish classes at a suburban middle school. Accordingly, the purpose 
of this study was to explore how literacy-based practices that included teaching strategies used with reading, 
teaching use of the writing process with a writing assignment, and teacher employment of written recasts affect 
second language achievement. The theoretical base of the study consisted of second language theories and 
hypotheses that explained how second language learning occurs. The academic achievement of the students 
exposed to the literacy-based teaching methods was compared with the achievement of students not exposed 
to literacy-based teaching methods. A purposive convenience sample consisted of 116 students between the 
ages of 12 and 14 years enrolled in beginning-level Spanish classes. An independent-measures and repeated-
measures t tests were used to assess among- and between-group differences from pretest, posttest, and delayed-
posttest data collections. The between-groups analysis revealed a statistically-significant result in favor of the 
experimental group between the pretest and the posttest (t(114), p = .04, d = .36), and between the pretest and 
the delayed posttest (t(114), p = .03, d = .51). The findings led to a recommendation for further use and study of 
the methods, with additional assessment tools. The results inform instructional practices that increase students’ 
opportunities to be exposed to comprehensible language, thus affecting positive social change.
Keywords: tolerance, intolerance, civility, diversity, forbearance, acceptance, acquisition (of language), corrective 
feedback, corrective recasting, strategy instruction, writing process (process writing)
INTRODUCTION
Researchers in the field of second language instruction, such as Long (2007) and VanPatten and Williams (2007), recognized a need for new teaching methods to meet the demands of a changing society and searched for the most effective methods of aiding learners in knowledge and use of a second language. Brown (2007) explained 
that the difference between current and past approaches to teaching a second language is the absence of the 
methods used in the first half of the 20th century because those methods were too narrow to apply to a wide range 
of learners in a variety of situations. The need to discover new, more effective methods is of particular significance in 
many schools because of requirements that students demonstrate second language proficiency on assessments. This 
study aimed to discover effective instructional methods to help students meet the second language proficiencies 
required of them.




































































to improve student-learning outcomes. Richards and Rodgers (2001) contended that teachers searched for more 
effective ways of teaching a second language for more than 100 years. Debate among teachers and researchers 
about the best teaching practices centered on several areas, including (a) what the role of grammar should be, (b) 
how much focus should be on developing accuracy and fluency, (c) how the courses should be designed, (d) what 
the role of vocabulary was in learning, (e) what skills should be taught directly, (f ) how learning theories should be 
applied in teaching, (g) how much memorization should be expected of learners, (h) what role motivation could 
play, (i) what the most effective strategies could be, (j) what the most effective techniques could be for teaching the 
four communication skills, and (k) what role technology should play in second language learning. Long (2007) and 
VanPatten and Williams (2007) agreed that second language research design and methodology had evolved in recent 
years, but a comprehensive second language theory was still lacking. As teachers attempted to discover the most 
effective methods, second language instruction experienced several transitions.
Brown (2007) and VanPatten and Williams (2007) asserted that there were two basic periods of second language 
instruction prior to the 1990s: the structuralist period and the nonstructuralist period. Richards and Rodgers (2001) 
explained that, in the 1990s, content-based instruction, task-based language teaching, and competency-based 
instruction replaced communicative-language teaching and focused on the outcomes of the learner, rather than 
on the methods of teaching. DuFour and Eaker (1998), Graham (2005), and Lambert et al. (2002) recognized that the 
famous report A Nation at Risk sparked a new era of improvement initiatives. DuFour and Eaker (1998) reported that 
more than 300 state and national task forces investigated the condition of public education in America within 2 years 
of the report (p. 3). According to DuFour and Eaker (1998), this investigation caused educational reform to move to 
standards-based instruction, also called the restructuring movement. Lambert et al. (2002) explained that because 
of the new reforms, society demanded different competencies from second-language learners, and instructors were 
forced to look for new ways to prepare their students.
Richards and Rodgers (2001) asserted that, by the 21st century, second language teachers adopted approaches 
used in general education, such as cooperative learning, the whole-language approach, and multiple intelligences. 
However, according to Long (2007) and Richards and Rodgers (2001), second language teachers still debated the best 
and most effective strategies to employ in the second language classroom. Asher (1993), Krashen (2003), and Ray 
and Seely (2004) still argued the value of purely communicative methods, while Montrul and Bowles (2010) found 
fault in completely doing away with direct instruction in vocabulary and grammar. Mok (2009) recently evaluated 
critical-thinking practices and reported promising findings, yet Gibbons (2002) contended that other second 
language instructors were compelled to design their curriculum goals to meet the demands of imposed standards 
and assessments. The debate has not concluded.
The purpose of this quantitative, experimental study was to test the hypothesis that literacy-based teaching methods 
used with an established curriculum for novice proficiency regular-education students studying Spanish in a suburban 
middle school would increase the academic achievement of the learners. Specifically, it investigated how teaching 
strategies used with reading, teaching use of the writing process with a writing assignment, and teacher employment 
of written recasts would affect second language achievement. It was hoped that more effective instructional practices 
than those that were used in the past would be identified.
METHODS
Research Question and Hypotheses
The following research question guided this study: Is there a statistically significant difference between post treatment 
grammar and vocabulary test scores of a control group that completed an established second language curriculum 
and an experimental group that completed the same second language curriculum with literacy-based teaching 
methods employed during the reading and writing activities?
H0: There is no statistically significant difference between post treatment grammar and vocabulary test scores of a 
control group that completed an established second language curriculum and an experimental group that completed 
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H1: There is a statistically significant difference between post treatment grammar and vocabulary test scores of a 
control group that completed an established second language curriculum and an experimental group that completed 
the same second language curriculum with literacy-based teaching methods employed during the reading and 
writing activities.
Description of the Design and Approach
Only one teacher was chosen to administer the entire study to ensure consistency in instruction and grading. The 
following considerations were important in the selection of the teacher: (a) experience with using a variety of second 
language instructional methods, (b) basic background knowledge in general education practices, (c) several years 
of experience working with second language learners, (d) a high level of proficiency in use of the Spanish language, 
(e) an employee at a public middle school, and (f ) a teacher with whom there was no association outside of work. 
The above criteria were meant to ensure that the participants in both the control group and the experimental group 
would benefit from a quality instructional experience, to ensure that the teacher had the skills, desire, and dedication 
necessary to complete the required elements of the study with fidelity, and to eliminate bias. Three meetings were 
arranged at the teacher’s workplace to provide training in the literacy-based teaching methods. A separate meeting 
that focused on the administration and scoring of the pretest, posttest, and delayed posttest was also arranged. 
A purposive sample was obtained through clustering based on the participants’ enrollment in the beginning-level 
middle school Spanish classes of the teacher who provided the instruction. In order to participate in the study, the 
first language of the participants must not have been Spanish. The size of the sample was limited to four classes 
of approximately 29 participants each, with a total sample size of 116 participants (n = 116). To avoid bias, 52 were 
placed in the experimental group by randomly selecting two classes from the teacher’s four sections, and 64 from the 
two remaining classes were placed in the control group. Selection of this sample was based on assertions by Creswell 
(2003) and Gravetter and Wallnau (2005) that the larger the sample size, the more accurately the results will represent 
the population. Gravetter and Wallnau (2005) explained that the power of the hypothesis test is significantly reduced 
with smaller sample sizes. Creswell (2003) further explained that the experiment should be planned so that the size 
of the treatment group provides the greatest possibility that the outcome is due to experimental manipulation in the 
study. The sample in this study was large enough to ensure the reliability and validity of the results.
The study began with all participants in the experimental group and the control group receiving initial communicative 
instruction for approximately 1 week. A pretest was then completed during one class period. The participants then 
experienced either the control condition or the experimental condition, based on their placement in one of the two 
groups. The reading and writing activities took between 3 and 4 weeks to complete. The participants in both the 
experimental group and the control group were then administered a posttest. Two weeks following the posttest, a 
delayed posttest was administered. An experimental design was preferred to a preexperimental design so that results 
of a control group could be compared to those of the experimental group, and thus would provide a more complete 
picture of the findings.
Initial Instruction
The initial instruction was not considered the focus of the study, but merited a description. The curriculum used was 
the normal curriculum adopted by the school district, and was thematically based on vocabulary and grammar topics 
that logically related to each other. The participants, before the time of the study, were instructed using primarily 
communicative methods. Presentation of new material occurred through the use of visual aids and electronic 
presentations. Essential grammar points were directly taught using graphic representations and then examples were 
provided. Students participated in pair, small-group, and whole-group activities in oral form. A variety of learning 
games were used to practice the essential grammar and vocabulary. Oral, auditory, reading, and writing activities 
were practiced, with lesser amounts of class time devoted to reading and writing. Reading and writing assignments 
were normally completed individually, with teacher support provided to individual students as needed. Exploring 
culture and making connections between learning in the classroom and the world beyond the classroom was 
encouraged. The infusion of technology using online vocabulary and grammar practice tools was also part of the 
classroom routine. Homework was assigned on a nearly daily basis, with a variety of options for the completion of 




































































the unit, and at the end of each chapter, students normally took a chapter test. The length of time spent on each 
chapter varied based on the amount of grammar and vocabulary presented and practiced, and based on the teachers’ 
perceptions of students’ needs for instructional pacing. Typically, the teachers spent between 4 and 6 weeks on any 
particular chapter.
Reading-Strategy Instruction
The teacher employed literacy-based teaching methods in the form of reading-strategy instruction provided to the 
participants in the experimental group after the initial instruction and the pretest were completed. The reading-
strategy instruction was presented electronically. The presentation provided a brief explanation and/or operational 
definition of each strategy to be used during the extended second language reading assignment. The strategies 
included the use of scanning, skimming, guessing, predicting, cognates, phonological awareness, identifying 
grammar structures, using a dictionary, summarizing, using graphic organizers, and connecting the reading to the 
participant’s background knowledge. The students were guided on how to use each strategy as it related to the 
extended reading assignment and were asked to practice each strategy in a small portion of the reading assignment 
before they completed the entire assignment independently. Some teacher-guided whole-class dialogue took place 
to explain the ways participants could use strategies to increase their understanding. 
Extended Reading
The reading selection matched the proficiency of the participants in the study and was tied to the initial instruction 
by topic, vocabulary, and grammar structures. It also contained cognates, high-frequency words, a few low-frequency 
words, and words easily communicated through the title and accompanying drawings. The reading assignment was 
one page in length and was considered an extended reading because it presented a story in its entirety. 
As the students in the experimental group completed the extended-reading assignment, they were encouraged to 
use the presented strategies. The teacher monitored the use of strategies and made suggestions for strategy use 
as needed. The students were asked to write in Spanish the key information from the story on a graphic organizer 
as they completed the assignment. They were asked to circle cognates they found and underline grammar they 
identified. They were also asked to write any new words they learned from reading, and identify the meaning of the 
word by either guessing or using a dictionary. 
Writing-Process Instruction
Literacy-based teaching methods used with writing were instruction in the writing process, presented to the 
participants in the experimental group through an electronic presentation. The students were first introduced to 
the five generally recognized steps in the writing process. The steps of prewriting and drafting were then explained 
separately, and reasons for using the steps when writing were discussed. Examples of how to use the steps were 
then given in Spanish and explained in English. The steps of revising, editing, and publishing were explained and 
discussed in English. 
Extended Writing
All participants in the experimental group and the control group wrote either an essay or a story in Spanish of at least 
five paragraphs in length, using the same prompt. They were instructed to focus on using vocabulary and grammar 
from the current chapter, but could also include other vocabulary and grammar structures with the purpose of 
enhancing the content and interest level of their writing piece. The participants in the experimental group were 
expected to use the writing process as they produced their writing piece. The teacher monitored their use of the 
writing process and provided suggestions and feedback to aid in producing a quality product. As participants in 
the experimental group created their drafts, the teacher provided written corrective feedback in the form of recasts, 
and they were encouraged to repair all erroneous written output. Because the class periods were approximately 47 
minutes long, the teacher was able to provide feedback on only a few sentences for each student per class period and 
then expected them to apply the feedback to other sentences as they continued to write. As recasts were provided, 
the students began to recognize their own errors and replace them with correct models. The self-correction aided 
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revision, the recasts they received during the drafting phase aided them in recognizing their own errors and the 
errors of their peers. All participants were given the option to either neatly hand write a final copy or word-process 
a final copy of the writing piece. 
Control Condition
The participants in the control group were given the same reading piece and the same writing prompt as the 
experimental group. However, the participants in the control group did not receive the literacy-based teaching 
methods—instruction in reading strategies or the writing process—nor did they receive the teacher interventions 
through recasts. Instead, they were directed to complete the reading and writing assignments as the teacher 
employed the teaching methods normally used before this study. The teacher provided instructional support to 
individual students as needed.
Instrumentation and Materials
According to Creswell (2003), the three traditional forms of validity to identify when choosing a data-collection 
instrument are content validity, predictive or current validity, and construct validity. Reliability should be established 
by the scores resulting from past use of the instrument with reports of internal consistency and test–retest correlations, 
along with reports of consistency in test administration and scoring. The assessment that served as the testing 
instrument was a test commonly used by teachers in the district, and it encompassed the vocabulary and grammar 
that was taught to students in the initial instruction and practiced through the reading and writing assignments. It 
required students to read and comprehend questions or prompts in Spanish and then write their answers in Spanish 
according to what they read. Thus, both reading and writing abilities could be assessed though the examination. It 
required specific responses to each reading prompt, leading to only one correct answer per question, and therefore 
ensured that all students would be evaluated according to the same criteria. Since only one teacher graded all of 
the assessments, consistency was ensured. The data obtained from the assessment tool were in the form of raw test 
scores. The test scores indicated the level of vocabulary and grammar knowledge of the participants on the specific 
topic of study. The data were converted to a scale from 0 to 100 to determine ranges of scores. 
Data Collection and Analysis
Initially, descriptive statistics were used to summarize, organize, and simplify the data obtained from the pretest, 
posttest, and delayed posttest. All statistical analysis was accomplished using quantitative measures. The descriptive 
statistics analyzed the frequency, mean, and standard deviations, and the variability of the data. An independent-
measures and repeated-measures t tests were used to compare pretest, posttest, and delayed- posttest scores. The 
results of this analysis indicated whether or not there were statistically significant differences between the 3 test 
iterations. It was expected that both the experimental group and the control group would experience growth in their 
scores from the pretest to the posttest. The function of the delayed posttest was to measure retained learning of 
each group between the posttest and the delayed posttest. For this study the statistic was considered significant at 
the p < .05 level, meaning that the chances that the treatment had an effect were significantly higher than expected 
by chance. Cohen’s d is often used with t tests because it provides a standardized measure of the mean difference 
between treatments (Gravetter & Wallnau, 2005, p. 282). Therefore, it served as the post hoc test for this study to 
determine the level of significance greater than chance.
Test Scoring, Coding, Data Entry, and Screening
The data were obtained from the administrations of a pretest, a posttest, and a delayed posttest given to each of 
the participants of the study. The three iterations of the test were scored by the same individual, the teacher who 
conducted the classroom study. The tests were scored on a 100-point scale. Individual scores for each test were 
recorded on an Excel spreadsheet. The scores were coded with the letter e representing the experimental group, and 
the letter c representing the control group, combined with a numerical system that tied each individual to either class 
1 or class 2 of their sample group. Names were not included to ensure the anonymity of the individual participants 
in the study.




































































screened for missing scores on each of the three test administrations. Several were identified and were replaced with 
the group mean on that particular test administration, since the sample mean is a predictable measure (Gravetter & 
Wallnau, 2005, p. 156). The scores were then screened for individual extreme scores (outliers), by group, that might 
adversely influence the group’s mean, and no outliers were found.
Data Analysis
 Analysis 1. This analysis tested for differences between the experimental and control groups on each of the 
three administrations of the grammar and vocabulary test. It was expected that the experimental group would 
score higher than the control group on the posttest and delayed posttest if the literacy-based teaching methods 
were effective. The independent-samples t test was used for this analysis. The independent-measures t test allows 
researchers to compare the mean scores of two groups on a chosen variable (Gravetter & Wallnau, 2005), in this 
study the differing instructional methods. The scores were first examined for normality and homogeneity of variance, 
which are assumptions underlying the t statistic (Gravetter & Wallnau, 2005, p. 262), and no discrepancies were found.
Table 1 provides the descriptive statistics and the t-test results. Observation of the pretest means indicates that the 
experimental and control groups were similar on grammar and vocabulary at the beginning of the study (M = 45. 56, 
SD = 21.50 and M = 42.59, SD = 24.20 respectively). Using the .05 level of probability as a reference point, the small 
difference of 2.97 (Diff column) points was not statistically significant (t(114) = .69, p = .49). This analysis establishes 
that the two groups were not different in their performance prior to the introduction of the literacy-based instruction 
to the experimental group.
On the posttest, it can be seen that the experimental group scored higher than the control group. The difference of 
7.11 points was statistically significant (t(114) = 2.09, p = .04). Likewise, the difference of 8.59 points in favor of the 
experimental group on the delayed posttest was also statistically significant (t(114) = 2.93, p = .03). These results thus 
provide statistical support for the hypothesis that the students who received the literacy-based instruction would 
score higher on grammar and vocabulary than the students who did not receive the literacy-based instruction.
Table 1
Pretest, Posttest, and Delayed Posttest Differences for Grammar and Vocabulary for the Experimental (n = 52) 
and Control Groups (n = 64)
Statistical significance only indicates the probability of there being a difference, and provides no information about 
the importance of a difference. It is recommended that researchers provide a report of the effect size in addition to 
the statistical significance (Gravetter & Wallnau, 2005). The effect size is an indicator of the practical importance of a 
difference and can be used regardless of whether or not there is statistical significance. Cohen’s d is often used for this 
purpose, and is shown in the last column of the Table 1. According to Gravetter and Wallnau (2005), one convention 
for the interpretation of Cohen’s d is: A mean difference less than 0.2 standard deviations indicates a small effect size, 
a mean difference around 0.5 standard deviations indicates a medium effect size, and a mean difference greater than 
0.8 standard deviations indicates a large effect size (p. 200).
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provides further indication that the two groups were similar at the beginning of the study. The posttest effect size (d = 
.36) suggests the difference between the two groups of 7.11 can be considered as small to medium while the delayed 
posttest difference (Diff = 8.39) reflects a medium sized difference in respect to importance.
 Analysis 2. While primary interest was in determining if the experimental and control groups differed on 
the three test administrations, this analysis was concerned with the within-group differences over the three test 
administrations, and not the between-group differences. That is, whether each group differed from time to time 
on the three test administrations. The paired-sample t test (repeated-measures design) was used for this purpose. 
A repeated-measures t test allows researchers to study the learning of individuals over time (Gravetter & Wallnau, 
2005). Table 2 presents these results for each group. The means for each group are the same as those shown in Table 1, 
except arranged differently for ease of showing the differences between times one, two, and three within each group. 
The difference between the posttest – pretest, and the delayed posttest – pretest means for both groups was highly 
statistically significant (p > .00) for both groups. The effect sizes (Cohen’s d) indicate these differences to be of very 
large practical importance. Thus, regardless of group membership, both groups improved greatly over time, except 
that the experimental group improved somewhat more than the control groups as shown by the results reported in 
Analysis 1. The delayed posttest – posttest differences, although not statistically significant, show that both groups 
maintained their performance over that time period.
Table 2
Within Group Comparisons for Pretest, Posttest, and Delayed Posttest Differences
The independent- and repeated-measures t-test results led to a rejection of the null hypothesis and concluded that 
there is a significant difference between the scores of the two samples. Specifically, the data led to the conclusion that 
students who were instructed using literacy-based second language teaching methods had higher scores than those 
instructed using the normal second language teaching methods. Following are the conclusions, interpretations, 
implications, and recommendations based on the results.
DISCUSSION
Continuing is a detailed review of the study that evaluated two instructional models used with second language 
reading and writing. It was hypothesized that the implementation of literacy-based teaching methods would result in 
increases in second language vocabulary and grammar acquisition and enhanced reading and writing skills beyond 
those previously observed by the teachers at the local school. The findings are discussed and recommendations for 
further research are made. 
Interpretation of the Findings




































































significant difference between post treatment grammar and vocabulary test scores of a control group that completed 
an established second language curriculum and an experimental group that completed the same second language 
curriculum with literacy-based teaching methods employed during the reading and writing activities. Although 
individual differences such as IQ, gender, and personality can influence scores and outcomes in a hypothesis test 
(Gravetter & Wallnau, 2005, p. 287), it is highly unlikely that the internal validity was compromised, because both the 
independent-measures and repeated-measures t tests were used in the analysis. In effect, based on the data, the 
conclusion was made that there is a significant difference between the posttest scores of the experimental group 
and the control group. Students instructed using the literacy-based teaching methods had higher scores on the 
posttest and delayed posttest than did those instructed with the regularly used methods. Therefore, the literacy-
based teaching methods employed with the experimental group were effective in aiding beginning learners in the 
attainment of higher levels of second language acquisition.
Relation of the Findings to the Literature Review 
Second language learners at novice proficiencies may need higher levels of support from a more experienced second 
language user than do second language learners at higher proficiency levels. As proficiency levels increase, the need 
for support may diminish. Nation (2006) reported that as a second language learner’s lexical coverage nears 98%, 
the learner is able to acquire new language much as for the first language. Further, as the second language learners’ 
background knowledge of the sound and letter systems, and of vocabulary, grammar, and language structures of 
the second language increase, the learners’ dependence on the teacher or other aids diminishes. Carduner (2007), 
Pellicer-Sánchez and Schmitt (2010), Sang-Keun (2008), and Zhou (2009) found that explicit instruction was helpful 
to language learners’ ability to use the language. Ammar (2008), Dekhinet (2008), Ishida (2004), Loewen and Philp 
(2006), Lyster and Izquierdo (2009), Nassaji (2009), Révész and ZhaoHong (2006), and Sheen (2008) all found that 
providing corrective feedback to second language learners aided in the development of their understanding of the 
language. Walters (2006) and Zhenhui (2007) found that teaching strategies to second language learners aided them 
in their comprehension, and their ability to use the language. Iwahori (2008) reported that as learners acquired more 
language strategies, the learners became increasingly independent in their efforts and abilities to use the strategies 
with the second language. Ito (2009), Pulido (2007), and Walter (2007) all found that as second language proficiency 
increased, learners were able to independently achieve higher comprehension rates. Therefore, it is assumed that 
at higher levels of proficiency, learners will less often rely on more proficient language users as the previously used 
support systems become internalized. 
Several activities during the course of the study provided insights into how learners of a second language might 
achieve acquisition. When the second language learners in this study were introduced to new second language input, 
they were asked to recognize sound patterns, letter patterns, and some words that were similar to those of their first 
language. However, much of what the learners saw or heard of the second language was foreign to them. It was 
with instructional support that the new sounds, letters, and words began to make sense and become familiar to the 
learners. A more proficient user of the second language, the teacher, provided support in several ways. The teacher 
used images that related directly to the word or words the learners saw or heard. Images provided clues to the 
learners about the meanings of the messages. The teacher also employed hand motions or other gestures to make 
the meanings of the second language messages clear. Support was given in the form of direct instruction in phonetic 
awareness and syntactic awareness. Support was also delivered in the form of direct instruction of aspectual features 
of the language. Instruction was given in the use of top-down strategies (Baker & Boonkit, 2004; Yang & Wilson, 
2006), including guessing meaning from context, making predictions, using background knowledge, and identifying 
text structures, and in using bottom-up strategies (Baker & Boonkit, 2004; Yang & Wilson, 2006), such as looking 
up unknown words in a dictionary or glossary, and analyzing sentence grammar. Processes that aided the learners 
in organizing information and following through with logical stages of communication were also directly taught. 
The teacher provided correct models of the language to the learners. Comparisons were made between the first 
language of the learner and the new, second language. Corrective feedback was provided to the learners when they 
produced an erroneous second language output. There may have been other forms of support given to the second 
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Practical Applications of the Findings
The findings have many practical applications. First, the teachers who design second language curriculums with the 
focus of acquisition of vocabulary and grammar structures in mind may look to the literacy-based teaching methods 
for guidance. Second, the teachers who are interested in maintaining a communicative atmosphere in the second 
language classroom while also addressing second language literacy development may also look to the design of this 
study to guide their choices of learning and teaching activities. Teachers searching for an alternative to presenting 
grammar structures through a lecture or traditional format, and vocabulary through rote memorization, may find that 
the literacy-based methods can provide effective, alternative instructional methods. Additionally, teachers preparing 
their second language learners for proficiency assessments may find that such literacy-based methods can aid the 
learners in attainment of higher scores. The teaching model in this study may provide solutions to a wide range of 
second language learning issues.
CONCLUSION
This study compared the vocabulary and grammar assessment scores of beginning second language students 
who experienced either literacy-based teaching methods or the normally employed teaching methods in reading 
and writing instruction. The students instructed using the literacy-based methods scored significantly higher than 
the students instructed using the normal teaching methods. This has important implications for educators in this 
field. Specifically, educators need to understand that second language teachers and researchers should continue to 
monitor the effectiveness of both models. The need to find successful methods of instruction in second languages has 
increased due to the nation’s growing demand for workers fluent in second languages. The impact of more effective 
second language education is far reaching.
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